This article contributes to the economic development evaluation literature by providing a comprehensive process evaluation of a significant federal economic development planning program, the Economic Development Administration's funding of planning processes for Economic Development Districts (EDDs). This program represents one of the largest and oldest continuing federal grants designed to foster planning efforts. The evaluation concludes that the overall quality of the Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) process and resulting plans appears high, that EDDs focus on activities central to national goals, and that most stakeholders consider such activities effective in increasing cooperation
Though dated, Bartik's (1991) study found only 16 scholarly evaluations of economic development policies conducted within a 7-year period from 1984 to 1991. The rate of economic development evaluations may have escalated somewhat since then. In a later assessment, Bartik and Bingham (1997) were able to identify sound examples of a number of different types of evaluations, including process, before and after, survey, firm behavior, nonrandomized comparison group, random control group, and community impact.
This article represents a contribution to the economic development evaluation literature by providing a comprehensive process evaluation of a significant federal economic development planning program, the Economic Development Administration's (EDA) funding of planning processes for Economic Development Districts (EDDs). The EDA operates a number of grant programs in pursuit of its mission to generate and retain jobs and stimulate economic growth in distressed areas. To obtain funding from many of these programs or to attain federal designation as an EDD, applicants are required to have and maintain a Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS). This was formerly known as an Overall Economic Development Program (OEDP).
1 Such planning requirements have been in place since 1965. The EDA supports 325 EDDs across the country to facilitate strategies for economic development by providing funds for planning and guidelines that help direct the development process.
The federal planning funding received by EDDs is important because it represents, aside from community development block grants, one of the largest and oldest continuing federal grant programs designed to foster planning efforts. And the fact that the funding targets, supports, and encourages regional planning through the multicounty EDDs is noteworthy, particularly in light of the frequent calls for increased regional economic development planning among academics and practitioners alike.
EDA funds allocated to the CEDS process have remained relatively static since 1967 and obviously provide only a small portion of funding required by most EDDs (see Table 1 ). These funds are targeted toward EDD activity to prepare and update the CEDS document, "hold planning meetings, design and develop projects, and provide technical assistance to their local governments" (Corporation for Enterprise Development, 1999, p. 12) . As the number of EDDs has increased over time, average grants have declined substantially. The primary purpose of EDDs is to stimulate regional economic development through planning, providing technical assistance, serving as a forum for regional cooperation, and potentially administering a number of other federally funded development initiatives ranging from revolving loan funds to disaster mitigation projects. Planning activities and the creation and implementation of the CEDS is only one responsibility of EDDs. Regional planning, however, underlies all of these activities and serves to bring regional actors together under the auspices of the EDD.
The desired outcome of the CEDS process is to "help create jobs, foster more stable and diversified economies, and improve living conditions. It provides a mechanism for coordinating the efforts of individuals, organizations, local governments, and private industry concerned with economic development" (EDA, 2000, p. 1) . The CEDS process includes assessing local and regional strengths and weaknesses, assessing development needs, identifying and attracting sources of funding for economic development, developing specific projects, and providing technical assistance to local efforts. The CEDS document must be updated or revised every 5 years (or sooner if the EDA or the planning organization itself deems it necessary), and annual reports on the "progress achieved on economic development activities" (EDA, p. 14) are required. Specifically, the EDA states that the CEDS should include the following components:
(a) Analysis of economic and community development problems and opportunities; (b) Background and history of economic development in the EDD area; (c) Discussion of the level of community participation in planning efforts; (d) Goals and objectives that correspond to the problems and opportunities previously identified; (e) Action plan to achieve goals and objectives that includes the identification of suggested projects; and (f) Performance measures to evaluate goal attainment.
Thus, the CEDS should guide, coordinate, and focus local actors as they pursue economic development. Ultimately, the CEDS process should "lead to the formulation and implementation of a program that creates jobs, raises income levels, diversifies the economy, and improves the quality of life, while protecting the environment" (EDA, 2000, p. 3) . Obviously, these are lofty goals given the funding the average EDD receives; however, one of the secondary purposes of the CEDS process is to develop cooperative relationships and organizational capacity that will lead to other funding opportunities. The evaluation presented here was designed to assess the CEDS planning process, the resultant CEDS documents, and the extent to which the EDDs implement the CEDS. Program "outcomes" (as defined in program-enabling documentation) include the enhancement of technical assistance and capacity for regional coordination, as well as the extent to which typically marginalized groups are represented in the planning process (neighborhoods, citizens, minority groups, poverty groups).
It should be noted at the outset that this evaluation has an inherent limitation: The analysis rests primarily on perceptual measures of program process and success as opposed to actual measurement of economic data. It was not designed to be an outcome evaluation per se in that its purpose was not to examine the potential results of implementing a CEDS, such as increased jobs and income levels, greater economic diversification, improved quality of life, and an enhanced environment. Rather, the EDA was interested in a process evaluation because so much of the value of a plan lies in the process itself and the extent to which the plan actually comes to fruition.
To this end, the evaluation asks the following questions:
(a) What is the quality of the CEDS planning process? Do participants meet the representational guidelines set by EDA? Are meetings well attended? Are EDD staff responsive to the input of participants? How conflictual is the planning process, and is the extent of conflict problematic? Are the stated needs and goals of participants reflected in the planning process? To what extent is the existing CEDS reevaluated during the planning process? (b) What is the quality of the CEDS documents? Is the CEDS a high-quality planning document? Are opportunities, constraints, and goals detailed, current, and well articulated? Do needs and goals match proposed projects? (c) What are the outcomes of the activities of the EDD? Are activities included in the CEDS implemented? Is communication increased in the region? Did the planning process increase cooperation in the region? Has EDD-provided technical assistance fostered economic development? Has development capacity increased in the region? Have new organizations been created?
METHODOLOGY

Data and Sampling
Surveys were sent in the fall of 2000 to all EDD directors, based on a list provided by the EDA. Overall, 205 of 325 EDDs responded to the survey, generating a high enough response rate (63%) to be statistically representative.
2 Along with the survey, the EDD directors were asked to provide
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Rather, the EDA was interested in a process evaluation because so much of the value of a plan lies in the process itself and the extent to which the plan actually comes to fruition. information about the composition of their CEDS committee or to be sure that it was included in the CEDS document, which also was requested. During the spring of 2001 a second survey was sent out to 60 EDDs. Selection of the second sample was based on information gathered in the first survey and from site visits to 6 EDDs. 3 The first survey was designed to obtain a descriptive portrait of six of the the EDDs; the second survey was evaluative in nature and designed to secure assessments from differing groups of respondents, namely, the EDD staff, CEDS participants, and community stakeholders.
4
Of 120 staff surveys sent, 89 were completed and returned in the second round, representing 55 of the 60 EDDs surveyed. 5 A total of 105 responses of the total 312 mailed to committee members were received, representing 49 EDDs. There were 28 surveys received from non-CEDS stakeholders. Ultimately, the data collected in the second survey were from all but 3 of the EDDs originally selected.
6
The CEDS documents were subjected to a content analysis, coded by a single analyst, based on the following attributes: overall emphasis (natural resources, job generation, economic base diversification), the nature of the area descriptions (detail, currency, nature of strengths and weaknesses), goals (level of detail, extent to which particular categories of goals are presentedinfrastructure, quality of life, job generation, poverty alleviation), strategies (detail, category), and projects (detail, geographic location, problems they are to address).
7 Although the coding was driven by a preset coding sheet developed for the evaluation, there is obviously room for some subjectivity in the interpretation of the CEDS documents.
8
Evaluation Design
The evaluation follows standard methodological practice in format by identifying and assessing four aspects of the policy process-inputs, process, outputs, and outcomes. Inputs are widely understood to be the resources and efforts directed at accomplishing a goal; they also include the objective conditions of the community that set the stage for how easily goals may be met and conditions changed. Process evaluations focus on the activities that should be conducted to implement policies, such as meetings, citizen participation, community input, quality of planning efforts, and so on. Outputs are the specific activities that directly result from inputs, such as the implementation of a plan or direct activities. Outcomes refer to direct consequences or results that follow from an activity or process; outcomes are the direct results of a program in the longer term. Table 2 outlines the specific inputs, process factors, outputs, and outcomes considered. There are a number of inputs that support the activities of the EDDs. Obviously, staff devoted to economic development, the budget of the EDD, and the funding for the larger organization of which it is a part are important resources. Furthermore, the age of the organization (indicating stability and institutionalization) and the length of EDA designation and funding create important organizational capacities. Characteristics of the staff itself-including years of experience, education, and diversity-contribute to EDD operations. Finally, the environment external to the EDD can either facilitate or hinder economic development efforts. A growing economy with low poverty and unemployment make achieving the EDD goals far easier.
Process, output, and outcome measures included in Table 2 are derived from the goals of the EDA planning program, as indicated in legislation and the program mandate. Many aspects of the planning and implementation process need to be considered. Examining processes is particularly salient for a program in which the main goal is to facilitate planning through the development of a CEDS document. Therefore, the surveys included a number of questions that focused specifically on process elements: the extent to which the planning process represents the community at large, the extent to which all groups have input into decision making, and ultimately, the extent to which the needs and goals of all stakeholders are incorporated into the CEDS process and document. This measure includes attendance at meetings and responsiveness of EDD staff to community input. Because the nature of the local planning process is also important, questions focused on the extent to which it was led by EDD staff or whether options and ideas were more likely to percolate up from the groups participating in the process. Whether the process was conflictual, political, and resulted in a full evaluation of the plan was also considered.
Outputs were most directly measured by survey questions asking respondents to indicate the types of economic development program activities they conduct and their intensity. However, the more immediate output of the CEDS process is producing a high-quality document and then actually implementing the strategy. Providing technical assistance that meets the needs of constituency groups and conducting innovative programs are included as relatively short-term policy results.
Finally, program outcomes are the longer range effects of EDD activities. Because legislative goals of EDA funding include increased communication and cooperation in the region as a result of both the CEDS process and EDD activities, these are primary outcome measures. Other desired outcomes of EDD activities include providing technical assistance to foster economic development capacities of organizations and the region as a whole, creating new capacities for economic development, and creating and fostering new organizations for development in the region. More concrete measures of long-term EDD outcomes in terms of job generation, economic base diversification, or quality of life were outside the parameters of this evaluation.
PROGRAM ELEMENTS
Inputs
The respondents. At the outset, it is useful to note the nature of the officials responding to the EDD survey. The majority of respondents to the first survey (all EDD staff) were the director or deputy director of the EDD or the larger organization of which it is a part (61%). This was followed by the economic development director or specialist (19%), a planner (14%), some other special services manager (4%), and other (2%). The average tenure with any EDD was 14 years, ranging from 0 to 47 years. Among EDD staff 42% had a master's degree, 25% had done some graduate work, and 26% had only a bachelor's degree. Among respondents to the second survey 36% had a graduate degree and 47% held a bachelor's degree. Only 16% had less than a college education. The different groups of respondents-EDD staff, CEDS committee members, and community stakeholders-were not significantly different in their educational backgrounds.
The gender of respondents in all groups was predominantly male (78%), and the groups did not differ significantly by gender. Overall, 74% identified themselves as White, 2% as African American, 3% as Latino/Hispanic, and1% each as Asian/Pacific Islander, Arab American, or Native American. EDD staff were significantly more likely to be White, suggesting there is greater racial or ethnic diversity among community stakeholders and CEDS participants. The EDD organizations. Although potentially freestanding, most EDDs are part of a larger regional organization, such as a council of governments or other regional planning body. Indeed, no completely independent EDDs were verified. The organizations of which the EDDs were a part had existed for an average of 47 years. The EDDs had been receiving EDA funding (or had had EDD designation) for an average of 23 years, ranging from 4 to 37 years. Over the past 5 years budgets for the larger organization and the EDD had increased, with the EDD allocation increasing on a much greater scale. For the EDDs alone, annual budgets had grown from an average of $440,340 to $1,014,773 during that time. Budgets for the larger organization had increased, on average, from $2,626,296 to $3,272,969. An average of four staff members worked exclusively for the EDD fulltime, and three more worked part-time.
Characteristics of the EDD coverage areas. Most of the responding EDDs had moderate (41%) or low (37%) levels of unemployment. Only 22% indicated high levels of unemployment. Still, unemployment was seen as the most significant problem EDD activities needed to address. Of the respondents, 67% indicated that the level of unemployment was an important consideration in making economic development policy; for another 30% it had been a moderate consideration. Poverty appeared to be a larger objective challenge, with 58% of the EDDs having moderate and 33% having high levels of poverty. Only 10% of respondents said their EDD had low poverty. However, a slightly lower percentage (56%) indicated that poverty levels were a more important consideration in making economic development decisions than was unemployment (at 67%). Another 40% said poverty had been a moderate consideration.
Economic conditions within a single EDD ranged from very high income and employment to pockets of severe poverty. The survey responses indicated that 88% had some areas with high unemployment and an equal percentage had areas with high poverty. Thus, most had a variety of economic stress and growth levels. The overall economy of the EDD areas appeared stable or growing over both the past 5 years and projected into the future. Sixty-eight percent of respondents projected at least a 5% growth rate in the next 5 years. 9 The weakest economic growth reports related to the year 1999; 41% indicated a stable economy and 43% indicated at least 5% growth. On average, for a 10-year period from 1995 to 2005, 54% indicated at least a 5% growth rate in the area economy. Sixteen percent noted a corresponding decline.
Process
Meeting attendance: CEDS committee members were asked to report on their meeting attendance and give reasons for any they missed. These questions provided perspectives on the level of participation in the process, as well as indicating ways participation might be increased. Of CEDS committee members 67% attended most or all meetings and 12% attended several. However, 21% indicated they had attended very few committee meetings. The primary reason cited for absences was that there were simply too many meetings (53%). This was followed by "the meetings did not really address the needs of my organization" (34%), "my input was not used" (32%), and "the meetings are held too far away" (15%). It is important to note that the average response on all of these questions was rather low, suggesting that although these reasons may have contributed to nonparticipation, none of these was usually the decisive reason, except among a few respondents. 10 Needs, goals, and representation of stakeholders. A series of questions was asked to assess aspects of the CEDS process ranging from the way it was conducted to the extent to which the plan was implemented. Responses to questions were presented along a 7-point scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Several of the questions focused specifically on the extent to which participants in the CEDS process and community stakeholders felt that the needs of their constituents had been well represented (see Table 3 ).
Of CEDS respondents, 78% indicated that EDD staff were responsive to their personal ideas and suggestions during the process, and 84% said staff were responsive to all members. In both cases, 11% were neutral. Eighty percent of participants thought that the needs identified in the CEDS accurately reflected the needs of their constituents, 76% thought the goals in the CEDS reflected the needs of their group, and 67% thought that the projects identified in the CEDS reflected the needs of their constituents. Community stakeholders not on the CEDS committee were significantly less positive that the CEDS accurately reflected their constituent's needs.
Respondent groups differed somewhat in the extent to which they thought the needs, goals, and programs identified in the CEDS accurately reflected the needs of the EDD as a whole. However, it should again be noted that EDD staff and CEDS participants are similar in their responses and are consistently positive. For example, (a) 94% of staff and 81% of CEDS participants thought the needs identified in the CEDS matched those of the region as a whole; (b) 95% of staff and 81% of CEDS participants thought the goals in the CEDS matched those in the region; and (c) 94% of staff and 89% of CEDS committee members indicated that the projects identified in the CEDS matched the needs of the region.
The community stakeholders were significantly less positive. About 25% indicated that the CEDS matched regional attributes. Nearly 70% of the community stakeholders indicated that they did not know enough to answer the question. A final question asked respondents to indicate whether they thought that any local groups or constituencies were left out of the CEDS process. CEDS committee members were more likely to indicate that some important local groups were not well represented in the process (32%) and that some groups disproportionately controlled the CEDS process (25%). Respectively, 25% and 17% of EDD staff agreed with these statements. These two questions were also asked of community stakeholders, whose responses were much like those of EDD staff; only 25% thought that some groups were left out, and 14% indicated that the process was "controlled" by a few groups.
Stakeholder representation in the CEDS process was also assessed by examining the composition of the CEDS committees as listed in the CEDS documents themselves. Overall, CEDS committees were overwhelmingly male; the mean percentage of men on the committees was 77%. Most members were also White; the mean percentage of nonminority committee members was 81%. As far as organization affiliation, CEDS committee members were most likely to represent (average percentages) counties (29%), other units of government (26%), and business interests (19%). There were no CEDS committees composed of at least 50% professional, educational, or diversity members. Sixty-two percent of CEDS committees had no community members at all, 72% had no diversity in membership, 60% had no educational members, 67% had no economic development members, and 75% had no members from the professions.
Nature of the planning process. A number of survey questions focused on the nature of the planning process itself-whether it was conflictual or consensual, who appeared to drive the setting of goals and objectives, and the extent to which it represented a reconsideration of the CEDS or the former OEDP. EDD staff and CEDS participants agreed that the annual updates of the CEDS produced an effective reevaluation of local needs (63% of EDD staff and 53% of CEDS participants). Yet 32% of staff and 27% of CEDS participants suggested that a full evaluation did not take place. There was some disagreement about the extent to which the CEDS process was "political" as opposed to "rational." For example, community stakeholders were significantly more likely to agree that the CEDS process was heavily influenced by the political needs of participants (42%), but CEDS committee members and EDD staff were much less likely to agree (32% and 24%, respectively). The groups also differed in the extent to which they viewed the CEDS planning process as conflictual. In this case, EDD staff were significantly more likely to think the process was conflictual (12%) than did CEDS committee members (6%) and community stakeholders (4%). It should be noted, however, that few respondents from any group saw the process as particularly conflictual.
EDD staff and CEDS participants appeared to view the planning process in much the same way (see Table 4 ). Both groups thought the projects selected as a result of the CEDS process were based on the needs of individual communities as well as the region. Eighty-four percent of EDD staff and 68% of CEDS participants thought research and analysis were used to support all project decisions. Although staff obviously felt more strongly that this was the case, the difference was not statistically significant. And both groups agreed that projects were selected through such analysis instead of based on the availability of funding.
A number of questions sought to identify whether EDD staff or CEDS participants had the greatest influence over the planning process. There was no clear pattern in the responses to these questions, suggesting that staff and the CEDS committee largely shared the decision-making locus. For example, majorities of both groups agreed that EDD staff organized the discussion by presenting draft goals, objectives, and strategies and that staff provided the initial list of potential development projects. And although EDD staff were more likely to agree that the CEDS process was largely driven by staff (63% as opposed to 48% of CEDS participants), the difference was not significant. On the other hand, majorities also agreed that goals, objectives, and strategies were identified by the participants of the CEDS committee and that the committee identified and then discussed projects for implementation.
There was also agreement on the general nature of the planning process. Again, majorities of both groups agreed that decisions about goals, strategies, and objectives were made collectively and with consensus, that there was little conflict during the process, that CEDS committee members worked together to agree on economic development projects with a commitment to implementation, and that there was significant discussion and debate about broad goals and objectives. EDD staff were somewhat more likely to indicate that the process was driven by projects as opposed to needs (62% compared with 46% of CEDS participants) and that CEDS committee members tended to focus on the big picture, with less emphasis on detailed projects (60% vs. 48% of CEDS participants). But again, these differences were not statistically significant.
Outputs
Quality of the CEDS documents. As noted previously, all EDDs were asked to send their most recent CEDS (or OEDP) document. These were then content analyzed to assess various aspects of the quality and substance of the CEDS. This assessment included an examination of the area descriptions and identification of needs, as well as the substance and detail of goal statements, descriptions of strategies, and discussion of projects. Finally, the extent to which needs, goals, strategies, and projects logically corresponded to each other was considered.
Most of the EDDs provided very detailed descriptions of their areas in the CEDS; 45% had very detailed descriptions and another 35% had somewhat detailed descriptions. Only 20% gave area descriptions that were not detailed at all. The vast majority of area descriptions were very current. In 63% of the CEDS documents descriptions were less than a year old, in 22% they were between 1 and 5 years old, and in only 14% of the cases were the area descriptions more than 5 years old.
Overall, based on a substantive categorization scheme for needs and goals, the needs included in the area descriptions appeared to match the stated goals very well in 61% of the CEDS documents.
11 A moderate correspondence of needs to goals was found in 29%, and only 10% of the cases exhibited a poor match. There was some variation in the detail in which goals were presented, however. For about half of the CEDS, goals were provided with a high level of detail, but 34% gave only somewhat detailed goals, and 16% provided little goal detail.
Strategies appeared to be more detailed than goals in the CEDS documents. In 63% strategies were very detailed; 28% were somewhat detailed. Strategies were not detailed well at all in only 9%. Strategies matched stated goals quite well; in 75% of the CEDS there was a very good match of strategies to goals. Given this, strategies also had a high level of correspondence to descriptions of need, with 97% having a good match.
An apparent disconnect existed between needs, goals, strategies, and the projects the EDDs actually implemented. Factor analysis was performed on all CEDS traits to determine if all aspects of the CEDS loaded on a single factor that might represent quality of the document. Two distinct factors or concepts emerged, however: one related to the quality of need, goal, and strategy statements, and another reflected the quality of project descriptions and the match of projects to needs and goals. The two factors were not significantly related to each other. In short, this means that the nature of needs, goals, and strategies is inherently different from the nature of development projects (see appendix for factor results).
Although the quality of the CEDS was important, the real output question was the extent to which it had been implemented. The majority of survey respondents indicated that they had; 91% of staff and 73% of CEDS participants thought the plan had been effectively implemented and 25% of community stakeholders agreed (50% didn't know). These differences were not statistically significant.
Extent of program activity. The more direct measure of program output was the extent to which EDDs focused on a number of alternative planning and development activities. EDD efforts clearly focused on technical assistance (that may be directed at supporting any of the other policy activities), economic development, and planning.
12 These activities were closely followed by community development and infrastructure planning and projects. A moderate number of EDDs engaged in transportation, small-business development, land-use planning, housing, workforce development, and planning and services for the aged. Far fewer EDDs focused on environmental activities such as flood management, agriculture, coastal zone management, and soil conservation. The percentage of EDDs very involved in each respective policy area is shown in Table 5 . Examining the standard deviations for activity focus was instructive. 13 Economic development planning and programming had the lowest standard deviation, indicating that not only did the largest percentage of EDDs focus on it but there was also relatively uniform activity across the EDDs. Other activities where there was little variance were technical assistance, infrastructure planning and development, and general regional planning. The activities where there was the greatest standard deviation were planning and services for the aged, housing, transportation, workforce development, land-use planning, and natural resource management. Although services for the aged and natural resource management activities were not the focus of most EDDs, some were very active in these areas. Conversely, transportation was a focus for more than half of the EDDs, but some did not concern themselves with it at all.
Technical assistance and program innovation. One of the key outputs of the EDDs was to provide technical assistance for local economic development activities. The survey included questions about whether the respondent's organization or constituency had received any technical assistance from the EDD and whether that assistance met organizational needs. Most CEDS members (55%) but fewer stakeholders (40%) had received technical assistance, although the difference was not statistically significant. A majority of staff (74%) and CEDS participants (65%) agreed that the EDD had been able to meet most requests for technical assistance. Community stakeholders were significantly less positive about EDD technical assistance (53%), but uncertainty was high (more than 40%). Of more concern were the responses to a question about the extent to which the EDD had introduced innovative economic development programs. EDD staff were quite positive on this issue; 74% thought they had launched innovative programs. Only 40% of CEDS committee members and a mere 24% of community stakeholders agreed. These differences in opinion were statistically significant.
Outcomes
The process to develop the CEDS was expected to increase cooperation and communication among economic development actors and interests within the region. Seventy-three percent of EDD staff and 66% of CEDS participants indicated that increased cooperation had resulted, and 79% of staff and 75% of CEDS participants thought that regional communication had increased as a result of the process. Although stakeholders were less positive, there were no statistically significant differences among the responses of the three groups regarding these questions. Ninety-six percent of staff and 76% of CEDS participants agreed that the technical assistance the EDD provided had increased regional capacity for economic development. Similarly, 96% of staff and 72% of CEDS committee members thought the economic development capacities of individual regional organizations had been increased. Stakeholder rates of agreement to these questions were 47% and 40%, respectively. Again, there were high levels of uncertainty among non-CEDS stakeholders about all aspects of the CEDS process and its outcomes; an average of 40% indicated that they did not know enough to respond to questions about program effectiveness.
A final series of questions asked each of the three groups of respondents about the EDD's overall effectiveness. Ninety-three percent of staff and 79% of CEDS committee members thought the efforts of the EDD had increased regional cooperation for economic development. Similarly, 93% of staff and 75% of CEDS participants thought the EDD's efforts had increased regional capacity for economic development. Although community stakeholders were less positive, the difference was statistically significant only for the question about increasing regional cooperation, and again, levels of uncertainty were high. Finally, 75% of staff thought the EDD had created new organizations. CEDS committee members were less positive, at 45%, and community stakeholders were less positive still, with 24% in agreement. These differences in opinion were statistically significant.
PROGRAM ASSESSMENT Input Assessment
Overall, the inputs or resources supporting the CEDS process appear quite strong. The staff were well educated and experienced in running EDA programs. The larger organizations of which they were a part were well institutionalized. Although slightly less so than EDD staff, community stakeholders involved in the process were also well educated. EDD budgets grew, manifesting the ability to leverage EDA funding to gain other sources of support, which was one of the goals of the CEDS process. It should be noted, however, that the leveraging activities of most EDDs were a dual-edged sword. On one hand, federal resources were being enhanced by other funding at a relatively high rate, a goal of the agency in Washington. EDD staff, however, were more likely to see the process as a constant battle to find sufficient funding to keep their operations and activities going in light of increasingly small allocations of EDA planning funds. Indeed, interviews across the EDA regions highlighted the benefits of EDA funding generally while lamenting the overall paucity of federal resources devoted to regional economic development. Similarly, although four staff members devoted to economic development was almost double that of most local development organizations (Reese, Rosenfeld, & Fasenfest, 2002) , EDDs served much larger areas, often composed of more than five counties.
It appears that the environmental conditions present in most EDDs are fairly conducive to program implementation. Unemployment has been moderate to low while the general economy is growing modestly. On the other hand, poverty appears to be a greater concern, and most EDDs contain pockets of high poverty and unemployment. This raises two concerns. First, the size and diversity of most EDDs make planning and programming for the whole a challenge. It thus becomes difficult from the outset to address all needs and concerns because, by definition, they will be diverse. Second, although poverty appears to be a more significant objective problem, EDD staff appear to be more concerned with unemployment. This may skew goals and activities later in the process.
Process Assessment
The overall assessment of the CEDS planning process is mixed; there are both positive and negative aspects. On the positive side, meetings are well attended; CEDS committee members are . . . although poverty appears to be a more significant objective problem, EDD staff appear to be more concerned with unemployment. This may skew goals and activities later in the process.
participating in the process. It does not appear that missed meetings are the result of any EDD staff action or inaction. EDD staff and CEDS participants agree that constituent and area needs are accurately represented in the document and that most groups are represented in the process. CEDS participants think staff respond to their input. Overall, it appears that most participants in the process think that it is deliberative, consensual, and cooperative; that most community and regional stakeholders are represented; and that there is a good balance of EDD staff direction and CEDS committee input. Several qualifications are worth noting. First, because stakeholders not on the committee were far less positive about the representativeness of the CEDS group, one might conclude that the CEDS process leads to representation of constituent needs as long as the constituency is represented on the committee. Analysis of the committees themselves indicates that EDDs have not been completely successful in ensuring that CEDS committees fully represent their communities. Business and government interests are well represented but community and diversity interests are much less so.
Answers to an open-ended question asking respondents to identify groups not represented in the process included human services, minorities, labor unions, low-income groups, and community or neighborhood groups. Both EDD staff and CEDS participants identified these. 14 Beyond representation issues there are some other concerns. About one quarter of participants in the CEDS planning process did not think that it resulted in a full reassessment or evaluation of local needs and goals. Process participants generally thought there was a good balance of staff and committee participation, but staff tended to see the process as more rational led by staff, whereas CEDS participants saw themselves as taking the lead. These differing worldviews are somewhat at odds and may lead to different expectations and hence satisfaction levels with the results of the process. Finally, although there was widespread agreement that the CEDS was an accurate reflection of the EDD as a whole, there was less agreement that programs identified in the document actually matched regional needs.
Output Assessment
In most respects, the quality of the CEDS documents is high. Area descriptions are highly detailed, and good correspondence exists between needs, goals, and strategies. There is some variation in the detail provided in goal statements, however. The greater concern is that policies do not appear to match needs and goals as closely as would be desired. This appears to be the case at least in part because the availability of funding drives project selection more than do abstract goals. Although this makes sense from a pragmatic perspective, it suggests that actual projects are not fully guided by the planning process, because policies do not always follow logically from the rest of the plan. This factor represents the one area in which the plans themselves are problematic.
EDD activity is heavily focused on technical assistance, economic development projects, planning, community development, and infrastructure. Because these are all program areas contained within EDA guidelines and goals for the CEDS process, most EDDs are focusing on activities central to national goals. Community respondents agreed that the technical assistance activities met the needs of their constituents but responded less positively about the extent to which EDD programs were actually innovative. EDD staff were significantly more positive on this point.
Outcome Assessment
Overall, there were high levels of agreement among the different groups of respondents that the CEDS process and EDD activities were effective. Most respondents thought the process had been instrumental in increasing cooperation and communication within the region. They were also very positive that EDD activities contributed to building regional cooperation and capacity for economic development.
Committee members and stakeholders were less positive than staff that the EDD was effective in creating new development organizations. Because site visits indicated significant organizational development on the part of the EDDs visited, this may stem from a lack of awareness. And this raises an important concern: The community beyond EDD staff and CEDS participants is largely . . . policies do not appear to match needs and goals as closely as would be desired. This appears to be the case at least in part because the availability of funding drives project selection more than do abstract goals.
unaware of or uncertain about EDD activities; this appears to lead to more negative assessments of process and outcome. The fact that CEDS participants are much more positive about all these aspects than are community stakeholders strongly suggests that in this case, familiarity breeds satisfaction rather than contempt. Thus, the EDDs would do well to engage in public information and promotional activities as well as trying to involve more group representatives in the CEDS process.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
What, then, can be concluded about the success of the CEDS planning process? First, it should be remembered that actual outcomes were not measured in this evaluation. Rather, conclusions about success are based primarily on respondent perceptions as well as an analysis of CEDS documents themselves. Given this, it appears that the CEDS planning process has succeeded on many levels. Successes can be summarized as follows:
1. The resources supporting the CEDS process are strong, staff are well educated and experienced, and EDDs have been able to leverage EDA funding to secure other sources of support. 2. Environmental conditions in most EDDs are conducive to program implementation. 3. CEDS meetings are well attended, with committee members fully participating in the process. 4. Constituent and area needs are accurately represented in the CEDS, most groups are represented in the process, and CEDS participants thought that staff responded to their input. 5. The overall quality of the CEDS documents appears high; area descriptions are highly detailed; and good correspondence exists between needs, goals, and strategies. 6. EDDs are focusing on activities central to national goals such as technical assistance, economic development, planning, community development, and infrastructure. 7. Technical assistance activities appear to meet the needs of EDD constituents. 8. High levels of agreement exist among the different groups of respondents that the CEDS process and EDD activities are effective in increasing cooperation and communication within the region.
There are, however, some concerns about the effectiveness of the CEDS process:
1. EDDs have not been completely successful in ensuring that CEDS committees fully represent their communities; business and government interests are well represented, but community and diversity interests are much less so. 2. Policies outlined in the CEDS do not appear to match needs and goals as closely as would be desired because the availability of funding drives project selection more than do abstract goals. 3. Committee members and stakeholders are less positive that the EDD is effective in creating new development organizations. 4. The community beyond EDD staff and CEDS participants is largely unaware of or uncertain about EDD activities, which appears to lead to more negative assessments of process and outcome.
These shortcomings are important, particularly those related to representation and lack of awareness, and are clearly areas that the EDA must address in the future. Although detailed and lengthy recommendations were provided to the EDA as part of this evaluation, a brief summary is provided here.
There is a need to increase the diversity of representation on the CEDS committees. Higher representation of women and community members may result in a process more amenable to greater emphasis on diversity goals and guidelines. 15 The fact that CEDS committee members are more concerned than staff that some groups are left out of the process suggests that a wider environ-mental scan is necessary to identify such groups, surveying committee members to identify groups they think are not well represented. Efforts should be made to identify nonrepresented groups or new groups in the area, invite representatives to CEDS meetings, and increase their presence on committees.
Although not everyone can participate in the CEDS process, the fact that underrepresented groups have certain similarities-minority interests, neighborhood interests, social service interests-suggests there is a systematic tendency for the concerns of these groups to be left out of the process. Is this a detriment to economic development planning? Very likely, because extant economic development benefit patterns tend to favor business interests (see, among others, Barnekov & Rich, 1989; Imbroscio, 1998) . For the benefits of economic development to be more broadly distributed and for a goal system that addresses the most persistently needy population, a broader input system is required.
There could be two reasons why CEDS participants and community stakeholders are not as positive as staff about EDD's creation of new organizational capacity and innovative programs. Either actors outside the EDD are not sufficiently aware of such organizations and programs or the EDDs have not been as sufficiently active in organizational and program development as they have in their technical assistance and coordination and communication activities. The site visits clearly identified many examples of organizational development on the part of EDDs. This suggests that better marketing is again in order.
Clearly, the EDDs need to increase awareness of the CEDS process, its purpose, ways in which groups might participate, and, more generally, activities of the EDD. Community forums, Web sites, newsletters, presentations at stakeholder meetings, and other forms of publicity should be increased to address these awareness issues. It is vital that the EDDs better publicize or market their technical assistance activities as well. This should include the types of technical assistance offered as well as the outcomes from past technical assistance so community stakeholders, in particular, can see how the help contributes to economic development capacity in the region.
Finally, it is almost universal that program choices are driven by funding. However, it appears that an otherwise highly rational planning process (via the CEDS) is being weakened because of the disconnect between needs, goals, and funding. This does not mean that the CEDS process is a failure, however. Many EDDs appear to use the CEDS process to identify and prioritize worthy projects and then seek alternative funding if the projects are not eligible for funding through EDA. In part, the CEDS project descriptions also do not necessarily include all projects that have been stimulated by the process-only those ultimately funded by EDA. On the other hand, an analysis could be conducted of projects that are identified as meeting needs but are not funded to determine whether there is any systematic exclusion of projects that might be consistent with the agency's goals but are presently ineligible for EDA funding. If many such projects come to light, then some readjustment of EDA funding guidelines or priorities might be in order.
A final concern about the mismatch between goals and projects is the fact that the CEDS process is also intended to ensure that other funds spent by the EDA are being directed toward a consistent set of goals. To receive Economic Adjustment Program funding, for example, applicants must have a letter from the EDD indicating that the proposed project or use is compatible with the current CEDS.
16 This is usually not problematic, because EDD staff indicate that most CEDS documents are general enough to accommodate most applications. At the end of the day, there are two ways to view this issue. On one hand, the flexibility in the CEDS and the use of the planning process to identify worthy projects outside the purview of EDA funding suggest that this federal program is flexible enough to meet and be sensitive to local contingencies. On the other hand, if program activities guided by the CEDS are not consistent with identified goals, then national development priorities may not be fully driving the process. Where one comes down on this question has much to do with where one sits, but the respondents in the "trenches" (EDD staff and grant recipients) are consistently positive that a central value of EDA funding generally is that it is sensitive to local needs. In this light, the mismatch between goals and programs may actually be an advantage.
Does the CEDS process work? This is the critical question here and in the more detailed report to EDA. From an academic perspective, the analysis represents a contribution, albeit programspecific, to the empirical evaluation literature. Input, processes, outputs, and short-term outcomes have been operationalized and assessed, offering examples of what might be done for other national, state, and local programs. More needs to be done to understand the full impact of the efforts of EDDs over time. But this represents a start in addressing what Hill (2000) referred to as one of the "big questions" in planning for economic development.
NOTES
1. Although many of the older Economic Development District (EDD) planning documents are still referred to as the OEDP, to simplify the discussion here, all such planning documents will be referred to as Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS).
2. Based on expectations that there is relative consistency among EDDs (i.e., responses are not truly random), the sample has a margin of error of plus or minus 3.3% at the 95% confidence level. Several methods were used to ensure the highest response rate possible. All nonresponding EDDs were contacted by phone and sent second surveys if necessary. Furthermore, in early 2001 the regional directors were asked to contact nonresponding EDDs in their areas and remind them to answer the survey. Additional surveys were supplied if needed.
3. Six EDD sites were selected based on purposive criteria, and each was visited over a 2-day period. The purpose of the site visits was to gain background information to develop the surveys (some were conducted before the surveys) and to better understand survey responses (most were done after the first survey). The EDDs surveyed in the second round were selected by applying several constraints. First, the EDD had to have responded to the first survey. Selecting from respondents to the initial survey provided a common set of information to guide the subsequent selection process and inform the data analysis. A second constraint was that all regions were to be equally represented; consequently, 10 EDDs from each of the six regions were targeted. Finally, selection for the second survey was also based on information from the first survey on two variables: the EDD budget as a proportion of the larger regional organization of which it is a part and the nature of the policies implemented by the EDD. A simple distribution led to the creation of a four-level filter based on whether the relative EDD budget was less than 1% of the larger budget, between 1% and 20%, between 21% and 99%, or 100% of the budget. Second, a composite measure was created reflecting strong activity in various areas as indicated by EDD staff in the first survey. Based on the responses to 17 program initiatives, four policy areas were identified: business and workforce, social services, economic activities, and natural resources. Each of the responses within the four policy areas was summed (responses were 0 for not utilized to 4 for very utilized), and an EDD was considered to score high on a particular area when all activity category responses were 3 or 4, with the exception of the economic set, because 50% of the EDDs were 4 on all five measures. A grid of six quadrants (one for each region) was created with five columns reflecting the five levels of activity (whether an EDD was high on zero, one, two, three, or all four dimensions). Each quadrant had four rows, one for each budget ratio (defining 20 cells per quadrant). All EDDs were allocated to their appropriate cell with regions, and 10 EDDs from each quadrant were selected to ensure balance along the two dimensions within quadrants.
4. The three surveys were slightly different because of the varying perspectives of the three groups. In general, the items included some qualifying questions, items about meeting attendance, reasons for missing meetings, a series of items about the CEDS process, a series of items about the nature of planning in the CEDS committee, items about the provision of technical assistance, measures of the effectiveness of the EDD, and demographic items. Stakeholders who did not participate in the CEDS sessions were not asked about the details of the process. Staff were not asked items that involved their own performance. Ten surveys were sent to each of the selected EDDs: 2 to EDD staff, 6 to members of the CEDS committee, and 2 to key stakeholders not on the CEDS list. Of the 2 staff surveys, one was to be completed by the executive director and the other by the staff person who was most knowledgeable of the CEDS process and the operations of the EDD. A total of 312 surveys were sent to CEDS committee members drawn from a representative group of six committee members for each of the 52 EDDs. Finally, 120 community stakeholder surveys were sent to members of the local chamber of commerce and the mayor (or some other appropriate identifiable public official).
5. Responses were received from at least one of the two staff members from all but 5 of the 60 EDDs. Follow-up attempts to increase responses included both phone calls and e-mails; two to four attempts were made to each EDD that had not responded.
6. Responding EDDs represent every region and all constituents, and they provide a representative sample of all EDDs in this study. Problems getting accurate and complete addresses for CEDS committee members, and at times getting current lists of those serving on the committee, prevented the researchers from sending questionnaires to the members of CEDS committees in eight of the EDDs. However, the pattern of missing addresses was random and did not indicate a bias in the responses. The low response rate of the non-CEDS stakeholders was to be expected. These were sent to individuals who might arguably have more detailed knowledge of EDD planning and development initiatives. Specifically, elected officials or members of local chambers of commerce within the district were asked for external comments on the process. Although there was a relatively low response rate (about 23%), the data were mainly meant to provide a context for items such as whether there were underrepresented groups or stakeholders in the district or whether the activities of the EDD were widely known.
7. A coding sheet indicating all categories of goals, strategies, and projects is available from the authors on request. 8. The fact that only one person coded all of the CEDS traits somewhat lessens concerns about intercoder reliability. 9. Because the surveys were conducted in late 2000 and early 2001, the national economy had not yet experienced a significant downturn. Future projections were likely more optimistic as a result.
